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SAN CLEMENTE, Calif., 
Jan. 8 — The White House 
said today that President 
Nixon sought to block an an- 
| titrust case appeal under- 
| taken by the Justice Depart- 
| rnent against the Interna- 
| tional Telephone an'd Tele- 
1 graph Corp. but changed his 
mind when he was informed 
that U.S. Solicitor General 
Erwin N. Griswold was pre- 
pared to quit in protest. 

The disclosure came in a 
“White- Paper” which de- 
nounced charges that the 
President directed the set-, 
tlement in return for a, poli- 
tical contribution as “total- 
ly without foundation.” 

The eight-page White ' 
House document said Mr. 
Nixon was unaware of any 
commitment by the Shera- 
ton Hotel Corp., an ITT sub- 
sidiary, to contribute toward 
expenses of the 1972 Repub- 
lican National Convention,, 

The mammoth ITT, 
eighth - largest U.S. - based 
company and largest of the 
multinationalNconglomerates, 
had nearly 400,000 employees 
and operated in 67 countries 
when the Justice Department 
initiated . civil action. The 
suit was aimed at forcing 
ITT to rid itself of three 
recently acquired com- 
panies: the Hartford Fire In- 
surance Corp., the Canteen 
Corp, and the Grinnel Corp., 
the nation’s largest producer 
of fire-alarm systems. 

Grinnell was the first case 
to be decided, and It was 
won by ITT. The Justice 
Department, which had not 
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lost a merger case in the Su- 
preme Court in more than 
two decades, was prepared 
to appeal. 

According to the White 
House statement, the Presi- 
dent by the spring of 1971 
“had concluded that the ITT 
litigation was inconsistent 
with his own views of anti- 
trust policy” because it was 
an attack on “bigness” 
rather than -merely an effort 
to insure competition. 

“The Department of Jus- 
tice and some of the Presi- 
dent’s advisers continued to 
maintain, however, that the 
cases were not an attack on 
bigness and were based on 
clear anti-competitive ef- 
fects of the acquisitions,” 
the White House paper said. 

On April 19, 1971, the 
President met with John 
Ehrlichmanj then his chief 
domestic adviser, and with 
George Shultz, then director 
of the Office of Manage- 
ment and Budget and now 
Treasury Secretary. Ehrlich- 
man told the President that 
the Justice Department had 
appealed the Grinnell case 
and described this as an 
“attack on a conglomerate.” 

“Mr. Ehrlichman further 
told the President that he ' 
believed that p rosecution of 
the case was contrary to the 
President’s antitrust policy 
and that, as a result, he had 
tried to persuade the Justice 
Department not to file a ju- 
risdictional statement (due 
the following day) so as to 
terminate the appeal,” the 
White House statement said. 
“He indicated, however, that 
he had been unsuccessful 
with the Justice Depart- 
ment.” - 

At this news, the White 
House statement continued, 
Mr. Nixon “expressed irrita- 
tion with the failure of the 
head of the antitrust divi-„ 
sion,” Richard McLaren, to 
follow his policy. 

“He then placed a tele- 
phone call to Deputy Attor- 
ney General (Richard) 
Kleindiest and ordered that 
the appeal not be filed,” the 
report said. “The meeting 
continued with a further, dis- 
cussion of antitrust policy 
during 1 which Mr. Schultz 
expressed the view that con- 
glomerates had been un- 
fairly criticized.” 

The Justice Department 



appeal was due the follow- 
ing day, April 20, but the de- 
partment asked for and was 
granted a delay. On April 
21, Attorney General John 
N, Mitchell “advised the 
President that in his judg- 
ment it was inadvisable for 
the President to order no 
appeal to the Supreme 
Court in the Grinnell case. 

“The Attorney General 
reasoned that, as a personal 
matter, Mr. Erwin N. Gris- 
wold, Solicitor General of 
the United States, had pre- 
pared his brief for appeal 
and would resign were the 
appeal not to proceed,” the 
White House statement said. 
“The Attorney General fur- 
ther feared legislative reper- 
cussions if the mater were 
dropped entirely.” 

The White House state- 
ment said that Mr. Nixon, 
acting on Mitchell’s recom- 
mendation, then reversed 
his decision of April 19 and 
authorized the Department 
of Justice to proceed with 
the case. 

“He said that he did not 
care about ITT as such, but 
that he wanted the Attorney 
General to see that his anti- 
trust policy was carried 
out,” the statement said. 

On April 29, a meeting 
was held between ITT repre- 
sentatives and officials from 
the Departments of Justice 
and Treasury at which the 
conglomerate discussed the 
financial consequences of di- 
vestiture. Acting on the pro- 
posal made at this meeting, 
the White House statement 
said, McLaren on June 17, 

1971, sent a memorandum to 
Kleindiest that became the : 
oasis of 'an out-of-court set- ; 
tlement in which ITT j 
agreed to divest itself of ; 
Grinnell’s fire protection di- : 
vision, the Canteen Corp., : 
Avis and Levitt in return ; 
for the Justice Department • 
Iropping its lawsuits. | 

The White House state- : 
naent flatly contradicted tes- ; 
imony of Mitchell and 
Kleindiest before the Senate 
Judiciary Committee during 
1972 confirmation hearings 
on Kleindiest’s appointment 
is Attorney General. • 

It raised the possibility 
that one or both men may 
face perjury charges for 
their testimony. 

On March 8, 1972, Kleindi- 
»nst testified before the 
committee: “In the dis- 

charge of my responsibili- 
ties as the Acting Attorney 
General in these cases 




(against ITT), I was not in- 
terfered with by anybody at 
the White House. I was not 
importuned; I was not 
pressured; I was not di- 
rected. I did not have con- 
ferences with respect . to 
what I should or should not 
do.” 

Mitchell said under oath j 
that he had never discussed 
the ITT case with the Presi- ; 
dent and had not learned of j 
the ITT’s convention pledge j 
until after the out-of-court I 



settlement had been 
reached. 

On the latter issue, the 
White House statement 
made the same point, calling 
the decision-making leading 
to the selection of San Di- 
ego as the 1972 Republican 
convention site “separate 
and unrelated” from the 
ITT settlement. 

The White House account 
left unresolved and unan- 
swered some of the major 
questions in the ITT contro- 
versy. 

Among these is any com- 
ment at alKby the White 
House on Kleindienst’s 
statement of Nov. 1, 1973, 
that only his own personal 
threat to quit' forced Presi- 
dent Nixon to withdraw, or- 
ders halting the Justice De- 
partment appeal. Klein- 
dienst said he was called by 
Ehrlichman on April 19, 
1971, and told not to file an 
appeal. 

“Immediately thereafter, I 
sent word to the President 
that if he persisted in (that 
direction I would be com- 
pelled to submit my resigna- 
tion,” Kleindienst said. 

If both this statement and 
the White House statement 
issued today are correct, it 
would mean that the Presi- 
dent backed down only 



when threatened with resig- j 
nations by both Kleindienst 
and Griswold. 

In recounting ! the proce- 
dures leading to the selec- 
tion of San Diego as the 
convention site, the White 
House statement declared: 

“The President was una- 
ware of any commitment by 
ITT to make a contribution 
toward expenses of the Re- 
publican National Conven- 
tion at the time he took ac- 
tion on the antitrust case. In 
fact, the President’s anti- 
trust actions took place en- 
tirely in April of 1971 — se- 
veral weeks before the ITT 
pledge was even made.” 

The White- House state- 
ment said that ITT-Sheraton 
“apparently” offered $200,- 
r 000 to the convention au- 

thorities “about June 1, 
1971.” 

However, California Lt. 
Gov. Ed Reiaeeke said last 
July that he discussed the 
ITT offer with Mitchell in 
May, 1971, several weeks be- 
fore McLaren’s June 17 
memorandum on the pro- 
posed settlement, which was 
agreed to on July 31, 1971. 
Reinecke afterward changed 
his story and said his re- 
cords show that he talked to 
Mitchell on June 2 and June 
7. 




